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Amendments & Claim Status 
[1] This office action is responsive to Amendment received on Jan. 28, 2009. Claims 1-3, 5- 
15, 17-21, 31-35, 38-45, and 47-54 remain pending; claims 4, 16, 36-37, and 46 cancelled. 

Response to Arguments 
[2] Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3, 5-15, 17-21, 31-35, 38-45, and 47-5 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
[3] In response to the Amendments to the Claims received on Jan. 28, 2009, the previous § 
101 rejections are withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
[4] The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. § 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed pubhcation in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 



States. 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted 
on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the apphcant 
for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall 
have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the 
international application designated the United States and was pubhshed under Article 21(2) of such 
treaty in the Enghsh language. 

Frishman et al. 

[5] Claims 1, 3, 13, 15, 31-32, 43, and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0044080 (published Mar. 6, 2003, hereinafter "Frishman et 
al"). 

Regarding claim 1, Frishman et al. discloses a method for processing images (fig. 1) 
compressed using block based compression ("compressed using one of the compression method 
mentioned above" at para.0012), comprising: 

using a processor or computer to perform the steps of: 

determining whether two blocks are neighboring blocks of pixels (the 8x8 blocks of 
pixels in fig. 2 must have been determined to be neighboring to continue the fig. 5 algorithm at 
item 300 to block boundary classify edge pixel items Pg and Pg); 

determining whether the two neighboring blocks are both subdivided (edge pixel items P5 
through P12 undergo Threshold l at fig. 5, items 152, 302; if there is exists a pixel pair such that 
their difference is greater than Threshold l , the block is subdivided; e.g., if |Pio- 
Pii|>Threshold_l, then the block containing edge pixel items Pio,Pii is subdivided; e.g., fig. 6c, 
top-right block is subdivided) if it is determined that the two blocks are neighboring blocks (fig. 
6c, top-left and top-right blocks); and 

performing deblocking filtering (fig. 5, item 156) on one or more edge pixels (at most 
edge pixel items P4 though P13 after item 154 at fig. 5) of the two neighboring blocks (fig. 6c, 
top-left and top-right blocks), after determining that at least one of the two neighboring blocks is 
not subdivided (fig. 6c, top-left block is determined to be not subdivided when P5 through Pg 
differences < Thresholdl); 

using a first deblocking filter on one or more edge pixels of the two neighboring blocks if 
only one of the two neighboring blocks is subdivided (fig. 6c, top-left and top-right block is an 
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example of a first deblocking filter used on all pixels marked "X", the top-right block 
subdivided, the top-left block not subdivided); and 

using a second deblocking filter on one or more edge pixels of the two neighboring 
blocks if neither of the two neighboring blocks is subdivided (though no example given in fig. 6, 
it is possible that all pixel item differences P4 though Pn < Threshold ! such that the top-right 
block of fig. 6c is symmetric with the top-left block of fig. 6c, both blocks not being subdivided, 
a second deblocking filter would be used different from the first deblocking filter). 

Regarding claim 3, Frishman et al. discloses wherein determining whether two 
neighboring blocks are both subdivided comprises: 

obtaining a block size assignment values (the block size assignment information is 8 x 8 
already known by the algorithm); and 

using the block size assignment value to determine whether the two neighboring values 
are subdivided (the algorithm "uses" the block size assignment value to determine whether the 
two neighboring values are subdivided). 

Regarding claim 13, claim 1 recites identical features as in claim 13. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented for claim 1 are equally applicable to claim 
13. The means-plus-function language is anticipated by the computer needed to perform fig. 4. 

Regarding claim 15, claim 3 recites identical features as in claim 15. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented for claim 3 are equally applicable to claim 
15. The means-plus-function language is anticipated by the computer needed to perform fig. 4. 

Regarding claim 31, claim 1 recites identical features as in claim 31. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented for claim 1 are equally applicable to claim 
31. 

Regarding claim 32, claim 3 recites identical features as in claim 32. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented for claim 3 are equally applicable to claim 
32. 

Regarding claim 43, claim 1 recites identical features as in claim 43. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented for claim 1 are equally applicable to claim 
43. 
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Regarding claim 45, claim 3 recites identical features as in claim 45. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented for claim 3 are equally applicable to claim 
45. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

[6] The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained tlKHigh the in\ enUt)n is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the clirreieiiees betw een the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subjeet iiiattei- as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person ha\ ing ortlinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Frishman et al. in view ofThyasaraian et al. 

[7| Claims 2, 14, 33, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Frishman et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,529,634 (issued Mar. 4, 2003, hereinafter 
"Thyagarajan et al."). 

Regarding claim 2, Frishman et al. does not teach wherein determining whether two 
neighboring blocks are both subdivided comprises: obtaining variance values of each of the two 
neighboring blocks; comparing the variance values to a first threshold; and determining whether 
the two neighboring blocks are both subdivided based upon the comparison of the variance 
values to the first threshold. 

Thyagarajan et al. teaches a contrast sensitive variance based adaptive block size DCT 
image compression that teaches wherein determining whether two neighboring blocks are both 
subdivided comprises: 

obtaining variance values of each of the two neighboring blocks {e.g. blocks P32 and P33 
of fig. 3b are neighboring); 

comparing the variance values ("V4ij" in item 226 of fig. 2) to a first threshold ("T4" in 
item 226 of fig. 2); and 

determining whether the two neighboring blocks are both subdivided based upon the 
comparison of the variance values to the first threshold (fig. 2, items 224, 226, 228, 230 
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determines that both blocks are both subdivided based upon the PQR data which was based upon 
the comparison of the variance values to the first threshold). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for the apparatus of Frishman et al. to determines whether two neighboring blocks are 
divided based upon variance values of each block as taught by Thyagarajan et al. as "[vjariance 
based block size assignment offers several advantages. Because the Discrete Cosine Transform is 
performed after block sizes are determined, efficient computation is achieved. The 
computationally intensive transform need only be performed on the selected blocks. In addition, 
the block selection process is efficient, as the variance of pixel values is mathematically simple 
to calculate. Still another advantage of variance based block size assignment is that it is 
perceptually based. Pixel variance is a measure of the activity in a block, and provides indication 
of the presence of edges, textures, etc. It tends to capture the details of a block much better than 
measures such as the average of pixel values. Thus, the variance based scheme of the present 
invention assigns smaller blocks to regions with more edges and larger blocks to the flatter 
regions. As a result, outstanding quality may be achieved in the reconstructed images.", 
Thyagarajan et al., 9-25. 

Regarding claim 14, claim 2 recites identical features as in claim 14. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented for claim 2 are equally applicable to claim 
14. 

Regarding claim 33, claim 2 recites identical features as in claim 33. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented for claim 2 are equally applicable to claim 
33. 

Regarding claim 44, claim 2 recites identical features as in claim 44. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented for claim 2 are equally applicable to claim 
44. 

Frishman et al. in view of Lee et al. 

[8] Claims 5 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frishman et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,539,060 (issued Mar. 25, 2003, hereinafter "Lee et 
al.»). 
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Regarding claim 5, Frishman et al. does teach wherein using the second blocking filter 
comprises using a two point averaging filter on two edge pixels of the two neighboring blocks. 

Lee et al. teaches using a blocking filter comprises using a two point averaging filter on 
two edge pixels of the two neighboring blocks (fig. 6c, items C", D"). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for the second blocking filter of Frishman et al. to include using a two point averaging 
filter on two edge pixels of the two neighboring blocks as taught by Lee et al. teaches "to provide 
an image data post-processing method for reducing quantization effects such as blocking 
artifacts, comer outliers and ringing noise, from an MPEG-decompressed image, which can 
perform low bit rate coding without complex computation, and an apparatus therefor." Lee et al. 
at 2:25-39. 

Regarding claim 47, claim 5 recites identical features as in claim 47. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented for claim 5 are equally applicable to claim 
47. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
[9] Claims 34-35 and 38-42 allowed. 

[10] Claims 6-12, 17-21, and 48-54 objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

[11] The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 

Regarding claim 6 (and claims 17, 48 by analogy), while the prior art of record discloses 
the elements of claim 1, the prior art of record does not teach obtaining one or more difference 
values of one or more edge pixels of the two neighboring blocks, if neither of the two 
neighboring blocks is subdivided; comparing the one or more difference values to a second 
threshold; and selecting the second deblocking filter based on the comparison. 

Regarding claim 34, while the prior art of record discloses the elements of claim 1 , the 
prior art of record does not teach when two or more of the one or more difference values exceeds 
the threshold value, filtering the edge pixels using a Gaussian filter, wherein the Gaussian filter 
comprises an N-point Gaussian filter. 
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Conclusion 



[12] Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAVID P. RASHID whose telephone number is (571)270-1578 
and fax number (571)270-2578. The examiner can normally be reached Monday - Friday 7:30 - 
17:00 ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bhavesh Mehta can be reached on (571) 272-7453. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/VavidT. 'RasfLicC/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



/Bhavesh M Mehta/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



David P Rashid 
Examiner 
Art Unit 26244 



